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The Hot-Water Treatment of Sugarcane
The investigations on the hot-water treatment o£ sugarcane reported m
this bulletin represent the work during a period of years of various mem-
bers of the Department of Plant Pathology of the Louisiana Agricultural
Experiment Station and the Department of Botany of Louisiana State
University with the assistance of several graduate students who were
interested in sugarcane problems. It was inaugurated by request of the
Contact Committee of the American Sugar Cane League at the time the
chlorotic streak seemed to be spreading over the Sugar Belt of the State.
Investigations in other sugar-producing countries, especially in Aus-
tralia and Hawaii, had shown that submerging the seed cane in hot water
at a temperature of 52°C. (125.6°F.) for 20 minutes would completely
eradicate the chlorotic streak from the stalks and it seemed important to
find out whether or not such a treatment would be effective and practical
under Louisiana conditions. The hot-water treatment stimulates the ger-
mination of the buds and the growth of the young shoots and there was
no assurance at the time that this stimulation would be advantageous in
Louisiana. In the tropics, the buds on the seed pieces germinate imme-
diately after planting and the stimulation which comes from the hot-
water treatment usually insures better stands in the field. In Louisiana,
on the other hand, the cane remains in the soil for 2 to 4 months during
the winter season in a more or less inactive condition. There was a possi-
bility that excessive germination of the buds on the seed cane in the
fall, followed by the killing of the young shoots by the winter freezes,
might, in some years, result in poor stands the following spring. Before
the hot-water treatment could be recommended for Louisiana, it was
necessary to conduct tests through a period of years in order to find out
what effect it would have on the seed cane.
Such tests have now been made. These have included preliminary
tests to determine whether or not the hot-water treatment was effective
in eradicating the chlorotic streak from the stalks and a series of large
scale tests in various parts of the state running through a period of five
years to determine the effect of the treatment on the germination of the
buds and on yields.
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Results of the investigations have been published from time to time
in progress reports, in a bulletin (Louisiana Bulletin 536. 1942) and
in the reports to the Contact Committee of the American Sugar Cane
League in The Sugar Bulletin. In the present bulletin, however, all of
the information and data have been brought together. As the data are
extensive, it has seemed best to place them in tabular form at the end of
the bulletin in an appendix, separate from the main part of the bulletin.
In these tables, any one may obtain detailed information of the results
with the different varieties on the various plantations.
Effect of Treatment on Chlorotic Streak
Tests made in Australia and Hawaii indicated that the chlorotic
streak could be entirely eliminated from cane stalks by the hot-water
treatment. To determine if similar results could be expected in Louisi-
ana, small-scale tests were made on Lower Terrebonne Plantation at Mon-
tegut in 1939 and 1940. Three varieties, C.P.29/320, C.P.28/19 and
CP. 807 were included. Plots were planted with treated and untreated
healthy cane and treated and untreated stalks that were known to be in-
fected with clilorotic streak. In all tests, the treated cane germinated
better than the untreated cane. The chlorotic streak infected cane that
was treated produced stands almost as good as the disease-free cane and
the shoots from this cane showed no symptoms of the disease. On the
other hand, cane infected with chlorotic streak which was not treated
showed a lower germination than the disease-free cane and from 25 to
95 per cent of the shoots that developed showed the streaks characteristic
of the disease. These tests showed conclusively that the hot-water treat-
ment would eliminate the chlorotic streak in the stalks and further tests
did not seem necessary.
Methods Used in Plantation Tests
. To determine the effect of the hot-water treatment on germination
of the buds of sugarcane and on the yield of cane during five consecutive
years large scale tests were made on nine plantations. These plantations
were selected as being typical of the various areas in the Sugar Belt.
The plantation owners or managers cooperated in the work and besides
caring for the plots, assisted in the treating, planting and harvesting











































In all of the tests, plots planted with untreated seed cane were com-
pared with plots planted with seed cane that had been given the hot-
water treatment. On each plantation, four plantings were made each
year, these being made as near the first of the months of August, Sep-
tember, October and November as was possible. Two varieties were
used in each planting. Each test consisted of four sets which were ran-
domized. For each planting, then, with only a few exceptions, there
were four untreated and four treated plots of each variety. The plots
were mostly 1/80 acre.
Considering all of the tests, eight varieties were used: CP.29/320,
CP. 28/19, CP. 29/103, Co. 281, Co. 290, CP. 34/120, CP. 29/116 and
C.P.29/120. Except for a few tests on Billeaud Plantation, C.P.29/320
was used as one of the varieties in all of the tests. The variety C.P.28/19
was used in tests for four years on six plantations. The other varieties
were selected because of their popularity in local areas.
The treatment consisted of submerging the seed cane in water at 52°C
for 20 minutes. With one exception only healthy cane was used. The
treating procedures as a whole were similar on all plantations. Tanks
were used, each being approximately 4 X 10 X 5 feet, with steam jets
in the bottom at each end. The steam was furnished largely by sugar-
house boilers. An electric, gas or steam pump kept the water in circu-
lation during the treating process. The cane to be treated was placed
in screen baskets and placed in the tanks by means of the regular hoists
used in unloading cane. Since the cane had a cooling effect, the water
in the tank was usually raised to about 53°C before the cane was placed
in it. If the temperature of the water dropped below 52°C, it was im-
mediately brought back to 52°C with steam through the steam jets. The
temperature of the water was held at 52°C for 20 minutes and the water
was kept in motion to insure an even temperature. After 20 minutes,
the cane was removed and taken to the field for planting. In most cases,
the cane was planted immediately.
None of the plots received special attention. The plots were planted,
cultivated and fertilized according to the regular practice on the planta-
tion. In all tests, two running stalks were planted with a lap of 12 to
18 inches.
Germination and stand counts were usually made at appropriate
times in the fall and spring.
At harvest time, each plot was cut by hand and the weight of cane
obtained. The cane from the 1940-41 crop was stripped clean of leaves
and trash when cut. In later years, due to the labor shortage, in some
cases the cane was merely topped. The cane from each plot was weighed
by means of a portable dial-scale weighing apparatus.
During the first two years, the cane was analyzed either by chemists
of the various plantations or by chemists at Louisiana State University.
The analyses were made from five-stalk samples and the values in the
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tables represent the averages of four such samples unless otherwise indi-
cated. As significant differences were not found in the two years' work,
it did not seem necessary to continue making the chemical tests.
Fall Germination of Buds
The immediate effect of the hot-water treatment has been in most
cases a stimulation of the buds on the seed pieces and this has usually
resulted in a rapid production of young shoots shortly after planting.
In the tests in Louisiana, this has been most noticeable in the September
and October plantings. Usually a few weeks after planting, the rows
in the treated plots have been well-marked with numerous green shoots
in contrast to a much sparser development of shoots in the untreated
plots. In the August plantings, this difference has not been so marked.
In a few cases in the August plantings, the hot-water treatment has ap-
parently caused a slight injury to the green, soft cane used for planting.
This injury, however, was not extensive enough to materially reduce
the stands obtained in the fields. In the November plantings, with the
exception of one year, the winter temperature conditions which followed
the planting prevented an immediate germination of the buds on the
treated as well as on the untreated plots.
In order to determine definitely the effect of the hot-water treatment
on the germination of the buds, counts of the number of shoots were
made in the field on the various plots. Data for three years are avail-
able on the fall germination. In the first year, 1940-41, counts on the
August, September and October plantings were made in December and
on the November plantings in January. In the other years, the counts
were made about 30 to 45 days after planting.
The results of the counts for C.P.29/320 are given in Table 1, for
C.P.28/19 in Table 2 and for the other varieties in Table 3. In the
September plantings with C.P.29/320 (Table 1) , increases in germina-
tion due to the hot-water treatment occurred in 25 of the 26 tests with
no difference in the other one, while in the October plantings there were
significant increases in stand in all 26 tests. When all tests were averaged,
it was found that the average number of shoots in the untreated plots
in the September plantings was 363, compared with 562 in the treated
plots. In the October plantings, there was an average of 188 shoots in
the untreated plots and 337 in the treated. Similar increases in the fall
germination also were obtained with the other varieties (Tables 2 and
3).
The rapid increase in the germination of the buds due to the hot-
water treatment which has been observed in the Louisiana tests is very
similar to that reported in other sugar-producing countries and there
seems no doubt but that a stimulation is brought about by the treatment.
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Hot-Water Treatment Increases Spring Stands
A good stand of cane in the field in early spring is essential for a
good yield of cane in the fall. Even in the best years, the growing sea-
son is not more than seven months and in many years it is even less.
While it is true that plants usually sucker freely and will to a degree fill
in short gaps in the row, it is also self-evident that plants ready to grow
on the first of April will do better and produce more sugar in Novem-
ber than suckers which develop later in May or June. Consequently,
it seemed very important to learn whether or not the hot-water treat-
ment would affect in any way the stands in the early spring.
In practically all of the tests which were made during the five-year
period, counts were made of the plants on each plot in the spring.
Due to the fact that weather conditions which influenced shoot produc-
tion varied from year to year and also to the fact that the time of making
the counts varied from year to year, the results show considerable varia-
tions in the different years. In all years, however, it has been possible
to compare the treated plots with the untreated.
The results of the spring counts for CP.29/320 are given in Table 4,
for CP. 28/19 in Table 5 and for the other varieties in Table 6. The
differences in stand between the treated and untreated plots in the August
plantings were not significant but were very outstanding in the Septem-
ber, October and November plantings in which the treated plots showed
on an average from 35 to 60 per cent more plants than the untreated.
Averaging the results during five years, the untreated plots of CP.29/320
showed in the September plantings 937 plants as compared to 1284 in
the treated plots, in the October plantings 496 as compared to 780 and
in the November plantings 372 as compared to 591. The counts on
CP.28/19 were similar to those on C.P.29/320. Based on a smaller num-
ber of tests, the hot-water treatment also gave better stands with Co. 281,
CP. 29/120 and CP. 34/120. The results with Co. 290 and CP. 29/116
were somewhat erratic and were not conclusive.
It seems apparent that with at least most of the commercial caries
now being planted in Louisiana, better stands with cane planted from
September to November can be obtained in the spring by treating the
seed cane with hot water.
Juice Analyses
To determine whether or not the hot-water treatment had any effect
on the juice of the stalks grown from treated seed cane, the usual chem-
ical analyses were made from two crops of plant cane and one of stubble.
The results for C.P.29/320 are presented in Table 7, for C.P.28/19 in
Table 8 and for the other varieties in Table 9. The sucrose seemed tp
be very slightly higher in the cane on the treated plots due perhaps to
the fact that the cane had a slightly earlier start in these plots in the
spring. The difference, however, did not seem large enough to be sig-
nificant.
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Hot-Water Treatment Increases Yields
From the viewpoint of the sugar producer, the increase in the amount
of cane harvested and sent to the mill is undoubtedly the most important
criterion to be considered when any operation or change in method of
production is being evaluated. In the tests with the hot-water treat-
ment in Louisiana, all plots with the exception of a few on which mis-
takes were made in harvesting, were cut and the cane from each weighed.
Results are available for tests made through five years on plant cane and
for four years on the subsequent stubble crops. The results are included
in the tables in the Appendix of this bulletin. In evaluating the data
on a project as extensive as this one has been, a study should be made of
the individual tests in order to have an idea of the variations that occur,
but the most emphasis should be placed on the averages. In an exami-
nation of the tables, it will be found that the yields of a few of the
treated plots were apparently too low and a few were apparently too
high. It may be assumed that the few wide departures from the average
were caused by some local soil condition or to some other unknown fa-
vorable or unfavorable condition.
The variety, C.P.29/320, was included in all tests with the exception
of a few later ones on Billeaud Plantation. The data, then, on this
variety are more extensive and consequently more reliable than with
other varieties that were used in only a limited number of tests. Yields
were obtained on the plant cane of this variety grown from treated and
untreated seed cane for the five years and for four stubble crops of the
succeeding years. Results with plant cane are presented in Table 10
and with stubble cane in Table 11.
The results on the August planted plots of C.P.29/320 in the first
crop (plant cane) were somewhat erratic, varying from a decrease of 5.0
tons per acre on the treated plots at Greenwood to an increase of 3.0
tons at Billeaud plantation. The heavy decrease in the plots planted
with treated cane at Greenwood was due to an almost complete failure
of the treated plots in 1940-41. This failure was caused by a 10-inch
rain which fell immediately after planting, packing the soil so hard
that the young shoots could not emerge. The average yields, however,
for all tests during the five years were identical for the plots planted
with treated cane and with untreated cane, 26.0 tons per acre. There
is some evidence that in some tests the hot-water treatment injured
slightly the very tender buds of the green cane used in the August plant-
ings. In all of the tests planted later, from September to November, ma-
terial increases were obtained in the plots planted with treated cane.
In the September plantings, increases in yields of the plots planted with
treated cane over those with untreated cane varied from 0.9 tons at
Greenwood to 7.4 tons at Meeker. The average yields for 38 tests on
9 plantations were 27.0 tons per acre for the untreated plots and 30.5
tons for the treated plots, an increase of 3.5 tons per acre. In the October
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tests, increases ranged from 1.2 tons at Billeaud to 4.3 tons at Meeker,
the average yields for 39 tests being 25.7 tons for the untreated plots and
28.9 tons for the treated, an increase of 3.2 tons. In the November tests,
increases ranged from 1.2 tons at Billeaud to 5.0 tons at Greenwood, the
average yields for 35 tests being 24.0 tons for the untreated plots and
27.4 tons for the treated, an increase of 3.4 tons per acre.
The results from the first-year stubble crops of C.P.29/320 (Table 11)
were as might be expected somewhat more erratic than the results from
the plant cane. The yields of the stubble crops were apparently deter-
mined by the stands of plant cane of the preceding year and not by any
direct effect of the hot water treatment. In general, however, the yields
of stubble cane in the treated plots were somewhat greater than in the
untreated plots. In the August plantings, the differences in yield of the
stubble plots varied from a decrease of 2.5 tons in the treated plots at
Greenwood to an increase of 4.2 tons at Billeaud, the average yields for
25 tests being 19.8 tons for the untreated plots and 20.3 tons for the
treated, an increase of 0.5 tons per acre. In the September plantings,
increases in yields of the treated plots ranged from 0.6 tons at Albania
to 4.4 tons at Meeker, the average yields being 21.3 tons for the untreated
plots and 23.2 tons for the treated, an increase of 1.9 tons per acre. In
the October plantings, the differences in yields varied from a decrease
of 2.2 tons on the treated plots at Billeaud to an increase of 4.0 tons at
Westover, the average yields being 21.6 tons for the untreated plots and
23.2 tons for the treated, an increase of 1.6 tons per acre. In the Novem-
ber plantings, differences in yields on the treated plots ranged from a
decrease of 0.2 tons at Glenwood to an increase of 7.1 tons at Green-
wood, the average yields being 21.9 tons for the untreated plots and 23.7
tons for the treated, an increase of 1.8 tons per acre.
The variety, C.P.28/19, was included in tests on six plantations and
so the data obtained are sufficient to be reliable. The results for plant
cane are presented in Table 12 and for stubble cane in Table 13.
The results obtained with the plant cane of C.P.28/19 were quite
similar to those obtained with the variety CP. 29/320 though the in-
creases in yield due the hot-water treatment were somewhat less. In the
August plantings, the average yields in 21 tests were 26.2 tons per acre on
the untreated plots and 26.1 tons on the treated, a decrease of 0.1 ton
per acre. In the September plantings, the average yields in 22 tests
were 26.1 tons on the untreated plots and 28.6 tons on the treated plots,
an increase of 2.5 tons per acre. In the October plantings, the average
yields in 22 tests were 24.5 tons on the untreated plots and 26.9 tons on
the treated, an increase of 2.4 tons per acre. In the November plantings,
the average yields in 20 tests were 23.6 tons on the untreated plots and
26.4 tons on the treated, an increase of 2.8 tons per acre.
The results obtained with the first year stubble crop of C.P. 28/19
were in general also similar to those obtained with the stubble crop of
C.P. 29/320. The average yields in the August plantings of the stubble
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plots planted with untreated and treated cane were 19.1 and 19.3 tons,
an increase in favor of the hot-water treatment of 0.2 tons; in the Sep-
tember plantings of 19.3 and 20.6 tons, an increase of 1.3 tons per acre;
in the October plantings of 20.7 and 22.4 tons, an increase of 1.7 tons
per acre; and in the November plantings of 20.1 and 21.8 tons, an in-
crease of 1.7 tons per acre.
Six other varieties, Co. 281, Co. 290, CP. 29/103, CP. 29/116, CP.
29/120 and CP. 34/120 were included in some of the tests on certain
plantations in one or more years. The data on these are presented in
Table 14 to 19. While the data are too limited to permit definite con-
clusions, they are suggestive of the results which may be expected from
the hot-water treatment with these varieties.
The variety, Co. 281, was included in the tests at Cinclare for four
years (Table 14) . Average yields for the four years show increases in the
plots planted with cane treated with hot water in the September, October
and November plantings and a decrease in the August plantings. This
variety, however, has been practically eliminated in most sections of the
State and consequently further tests with it do not seem worth while.
The variety, Co. 290, was used for two years at Albania and one year
at Billeaud (Table 15) . While increases were obtained from the hot-
water treatment, these were low when compared to those obtained with
CP. 29/320.
The variety, CP. 29/103, was used for two years at Albania and for
one year at Greenwood (Table 16) . Increases of the plant cane due to
the hot-water treatment w^ere 1.1 tons, 2.1 tons, 5.7 tons and 6.6 tons in
the August, September, October and November plantings, and increases
of the stubble cane of 0.1 tons, 0.6 tons, 1.8 tons and 7.8 tons for the
four plantings. These results seemed comparable to those obtained
with C.P.29/320.
The variety, CP. 29/116, was used in tests for three years (Table 17)
.
While the results were erratic, the data indicate that the hot-water treat-
ment injured the cane slightly and was responsible for slight decreases in
yield.
The variety, CP. 29/120, was used for two years at Billeaud (Table
18) . Increases in yields due to the hot-water treatment were similar to
those obtained with CP. 29/320.
The variety, CP. 34/120, was used on six plantations in 1944-45
(Table 19) . Increases in yields due to the hot-water treatment of 0.1
tons, 1.9 tons, 1.6 tons and 3.5 tons were obtained for the August, Sep-
tember, October and November plantings, apparently placing this val-
uable ^'ariety in the class with CP.29/320.
Costs of Treatment
The hot-water treatment of seed cane has not as yet become an estab-
lished operation on any of the sugar plantations in Louisiana. Conse-
quently, it is not possible to state what equipment would be the most
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economical and what would be the cost of treatment with large amounts
of seed cane.
In Hawaii, seed treatment is practiced on certain plantations. The
seed pieces are cut and placed in bags and these bags are lifted in slings
and placed in the tanks of heated water. One treatment unit can take
care of 1500 to 2000 bags per day which is sufficient to take care of the
planting requirements on a large plantation. It is estimated that the cost
of treatment is about one cent per bag, which is apparently not a pro-
hibitive cost.
In Louisiana, the method of planting is quite different from that used
in the tropics. Instead of using short seed pieces, whole stalks are planted,
and instead of dropping the small seed pieces at definite intervals in the
row, two running stalks and more are planted. In Louisiana, the amount
of seed cane necessary to plant an acre is considerably more than in the
tropics, and consequently under the best of conditions, the cost of treat-
ing sufficient seed cane to plant an acre in Louisiana would be consid-
erably more than in the tropics.
In tests made in Louisiana, which have been made only on a small
scale, there has been no way of estimating the extra cost. The extra cost
includes an extra loading and unloading of the cane truck, the extra
haul to the treating tank and the labor and fuel required to keep the
boiler in operation. One year when a railroad car was fixed up as a
tank at Napoleonville, it was estimated that the cost of treating a ton of
cane was not much over a dollar. It may be assumed that if the hot-
water treatment becomes a general practice, the agricultural engineers
will be able to perfect equipment which will materially reduce the cost
of treatment.
Evaluation of Results
In evaluating the importance of the hot-water treatment for Louisi-
ana, two things should be considered: 1st, what immediate returns the
planter may expect if he treats his cane, and 2nd, the indirect effects to
a plantation or area due to the gradual reduction of diseases and insect
pests.
The increased yields which have been obtained in the plots planted
with seed cane treated with hot water indicate that on the average with
certain varieties, the planter will profit by treating his seed cane at plant-
ing time. The increases of both the plant and stubble cane should be
considered. For convenience, a table (Table 20) has been prepared
showing the combined plant and stubble cane increases which have been
due to the hot-water treatment.
With the variety C.P.29/320, the increases in the August plantings
have been negligible. In the September, October and November plant-
ings, however, the total increases in tons per acre of the plant and stubble
crops, due to treating the seed cane with hot water, were 5.4 tons, 4.8
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tons and 5.2 tons. These are large enough increases to justify the added
expense of the treatment. At the present price of cane ($7.06 per ton)
,
these represent increased values of $38.12, $33.89 and $36.71 per acre as
a result of the treatment. It seems self-evident, that after subtracting the
cost of treatment and the expense of harvesting and milling the addi-
tional cane, there would still be substantial profits.
With the variety C.P.28/19, the increases of 3.8 tons in the Septem-
ber plantings, 4.1 tons in the October plantings and 4.5 tons in the
November plantings represent values of $26.83, $28.95 and $31.77 per
acre.
Based on limited data, it would seem that similar increases could be
expected with CP. 29/103, CP. 34/120 and CP. 29/120. On a similar
basis the differences in yield obtained with CP. 29/116 and Co. 290 did
not seem sufficient to justify the treatment.
The indirect effects of the hot-water treatment in the general improve-
ment program should not be overlooked. There are many diseases and
insect pests of sugarcane. It is known that the hot-water treatment at
52°C. will eliminate or reduce the infection or infestation of many of
these organisms on or in the seed cane. The chlorotic streak is entirely
eliminated by the hot-water treatment. The spores of the red rot fungus
on the surface of the stalks are destroyed by the treatment. What effect
treatment may have on such diseases as the bacterial red stripe and top
rot and the different leaf spots is at present unknown but it may be as-
sumed that the treatment would be beneficial with these.
Two bacterial diseases which occur in tropical areas of the Western
Hemisphere, the gumming disease in the West Indies and in Northern
South America and the leaf scald in Brazil, from the information which
is now available, are probably reduced in the seed cane by a tempera-
ture of 52°C. These diseases are not present in Louisiana but there is
no assurance that they may not be introduced at some time in the future
and they should continue to receive attention in Louisiana.
Perhaps the general use of the hot-water treatment of seed cane would
tend to reduce many of these pests.
Future Investigations
The project on the hot-water treatment as originally planned has
been completed. Extensive tests have been made during a period of five
years on nine plantations and the results of these have been presented
in this bulletin. The investigations have shown what may be expected
with the treatment on certain varieties. Much work, however, remains
to be done, and many questions regarding the effect of the treatment on
the sugarcane plant and the parasitic organisms attacking it, still need
answering.
Most of the investigations have been concerned with the leading
varieties of five years ago. It has been found that varieties vary in their
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response to the hot-water treatment. Significant increases in yields have
been obtained with some varieties but not with others. New varieties of
cane are coming on all of the time and some of these will eventually
replace the varieties now in cultivation. If the hot-water treatment comes
into general use or if it is found necessary to practice it in order to control
some disease, information in regard to the response of the new varieties
to the treatment will become important. No information is available
on how the new varieties, CP. 36/105 and CP. 36-13, or any of the new
seedlings which seem promising might respond to the treatment. To
obtain this information on these canes, it would not be necessary to
make tests all over the sugar belt. The present investigations indicate
that this could be obtained satisfactorily on a single plantation.
It has been shown that the hot-water treatment stimulates the buds
on the seed cane and this results in better stands in the spring. This sug-
gests that it might be possible to reduce the amount of seed cane for
planting. Planters in Louisiana have become so accustomed during the
past hundred years to using two running stalks and a lap for planting
that they might hesitate to risk a less amount. In general, it may be
said that they would rather plant an excess amount of seed cane rather
than to risk having gappy stands. If, however, based on sufficient expe-
rience, it is found that a less amount of seed cane treated with hot water
would ordinarily give a satisfactory stand, the expense of planting would
be materially lowered.
As the hot-water treatment stimulates the growth of the meristematic
tissues in the buds, it follows that there must be some biochemical changes
in the living tissues of the cane plant. At present, the data available give
very little information as to the nature of these changes. These changes,
which may be assumed to be modifications of one or more of the enzyme
systems in the plant, are very interesting. If understood, they might
throw some light on the difficult problems facing both the plant physi-
ologist and the plant pathologist.
Also more information is needed on the effect of the hot-water treat-
ment on the various diseases which attack the sugarcane plant.
Summary
During a period of five years, tests were made to determine the effect-
iveness of the hot-water treatment on seed cane. Seed cane was submerged
in hot water at a temperature of 52°C. for 20 minutes before planting.
Replicated plots were planted with treated and untreated seed cane on
nine plantations. Plantings were made in August, September, October
and November.
The chlorotic streak virus in the stalks was completely destroyed or
inactivated by the treatment.
The hot-water treatment stimulated the growth of the buds and the
young shoots. Better stands were obtained with the treated than with the
untreated seed cane.
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Significant differences in the sucrose content of the cane, in plots
planted with treated and untreated seed cane, were not observed.
In the August plantings, the differences in yield between the plots
planted with treated and untreated seed cane were small. In the Sep-
tember, October and November plantings, material increases in yield
were obtained with several varieties in the plots planted with treated
seed cane. With such varieties as CP. 29/320 and CP. 28/19, these
increases were from 2.5 to 4.5 tons per acre of plant cane. Smaller, but
significant increases were also obtained with the stubble crops.
With a few varieties significant increases in yield were not obtained.
With most varieties, it would appear that the profits to the planter
would be increased by treating the seed cane.
14.
Appendix
Data obtained from plots planted with untreated seed cane and seed
cane treated with hot water at 52° C. for 20 minutes; germination, stands
in field, chemical analyses of cane, and yields of plant and first year
stubble crops:
Table 1. Fall germination, CP. 29/320.
Table 2. Fall germination, CP. 28/19.
Table 3. Fall germination, five other varieties.
Table 4. Spring stands, CP. 29/320.
Table 5. Spring stands, CP. 28/19.
Table 6. Spring stands, six other varieties.
Table 7. Analyses of plant and first year stubble cane, CP. 29/320.
Table 8. Analyses of plant and first year stubble cane, CP. 28/19.
Table 9. Analyses of plant and stubble cane of other varieties.
Table 10. Comparative yields of plant cane, CP. 29/320.
Table 11. Comparative yields of stubble cane, CP. 29/320.
Table 12. Comparative yields of plant cane, CP. 28/19.
Table 13. Comparative yields of stubble cane, CP. 28/19.
Table 14. Comparative yields of plant and stubble cane, Co.
281.
Table 15. Comparative yields of plant and stubble cane, Co.
290.
Table 16. Comparative yields of plant and stubble cane,
CP. 29/103.
Table 17. Comparative yields of plant and stubble
cane, CP. 29/116.
Table 18. Comparative yields of plant and stubble
cane, CP. 29/120.
Table 19. Comparative yields of plant cane, CP. 34/120.




TABLE 1 . CoMP.\RATivE Fall Germlnation Counts of Shoots in Plots Planted With
Hot-\Vater Trk\ted and Untre.\ted Seed Cane on Nine
Plantations, Variety- CP. 29/320.
August September October November
Year Check Treated
1
Check Treated Check Treated Check Treated
Albania
1940-41 1592 1663 634 1133 41 154 12 155
1941-42 280 312 70 489 145 520
1942-43 634 535 61 61
1
1 228 406
835 837 255 561 138 360 12 15p
BiLLEAUD
1940-41 1281 1334 459 729 213 448 3 32
1941-42 491 556 13 65 310 322 ...
Average 886 945 236 397
1




675 848 501 589 0 10
1941-42 725 692 1 284 464 354 501
1942-43 255 277 343 451 ' 213 379
736 737 434
!
588 356 490 10
Glenwood
1940-41 1145 799 676 852 377 447 21 148
1941-42 394 417 269 626 168 357
1942-43 394 410 332 340 22 131
644 542 426 606 189 312 21 148
Greent\ood
1940-1941 1056 405 1353 1677 252 421 18 289
1941-42 972 1050 157 481 362 490
1942-43 144 205 230 345 5 95
724 553 580 834 206 335 18 289
Lower Terrebonne
1940-41 304 270 203 318 88 129 5 64
1941-42 1215 1097 259 435 203 398
1942-43 311 549 294 581 65 214
Average 610 639 252 445 119 247 5 64
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TABLE I—Continued
August September October November
Year Check Treated Check
1
Treated Check Treated Check Treated
Meeker
739 519 239 508 197 484 0 0
162 187 135 236 119 307
1942-43 202 398 9 82 8 21
368 368 128 275
1
108 2,1 0 0
Raceland
1940-41 2032
* 3031 939 1323 369 504 13 114
1941-42 1762 1711 711 724 23 87
1942-43 756 1395 181 438 34 217
1533 2046 610 828 142 269 13 114
Westover
1940-41 1652 1773 699 858 382 498 0 10
1941-42 694 775 179 289 60 145
1942-43 119 308 46 253 159 498
Average 822 952 308 467 200 380 0 • 10
Average of 9 Plantations
792 843 363 562 188 337 8 91
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TABLE 2. Comparative Fall Germination Counts of Shoots in Plots Planted With
Hot-Water Treated and Untreated Seed Cane on Six
Plantations, Variety CP. 28/19.
August Sepietnber October November
Year Check Treated Check Treated Check Treated Check Treated
Glenwood
1072 1304 702 1097 386 577 12 191
1941-42 554 426 581 748 84 442
416 478 432 378 6 186
681 736 571 741 159 402 12 191
Greenwood
1329 1409 945 2124 485 877 30 587
829 1037 120 549 544 723
1079 1223 533 1337 515 800 30 587
Lo^A^ER Terrebonne
470 474 209 434 69 272 19 146
1941-42 802 763 195 429 186 494
1942-43 277 394 233 704 47 215
516 544 212 522 101 327 19 146
Meeker
960 1113 681 763 604 1002 0 0
1941-42 248 265 176 364 203 417
396 512 68 187 31 157
535 630 308 438 279 525 0 0
Raceland
2248 2351 892 1378 548 673 96 474
807 873 807 873 5 33
1942-43 697 1299 267 652 57 469
1251 1508 655 968 203 392 96 474
Westover
1940-41 1955 2024 678 816 515 691 8 62
1941-42 498 703 73 286 50 281
163 236 12 263 73 381
872 988 254 455 213 451 8 62
Average of 6 Plantations
807 921 416 709 229 464 28 243
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TABLE 3. Comparative Fall Germination Counts of Shoots in Plots Planted With
Hot-Water Treated and Untreated Seed Cane of Five Varieties.
August September October November
Plantation Year Check Treated Check Treated Check Treated Check Treated
Co. 281
















Average 817 553 547 594 366 479 3 67
Co. 290
1940-41 1501 1303 823 977 13 76 8 78.
1941-42 647 639 100 682 406 808
1940-41 1980 2382 992 1115 738 800 13 42^
Average 1376 1441 638 925 386 561 11 60
CP. 29/103
1942-43 699 944 78 148 109 420
1942-43 180 397 208 469 2 82
Average
|
440 671 143 309 56 251
CP. 29/116
Billeaud 1941-42 548 761 95 220 542 540
1942-43 473 819 377 510 319 603
Average 511 790 236 365 431 572
CP. 29/120
Billeaud 1942-43 368 589 283 352 239 636
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TABLE 4. Comparative Spring Stands of Hot-Water Treated and Untreated Cane
ON Nine Plantations, Variety CP. 29/320.
lust September October November
Plantation Year Check Treated Check Treate d Check Treated Check Treated
1940-41 345 426 507 856 105 327 465 lie
1941-42 478 711 943 1748 418 903 255 477
1942-43 1003 706 359 517 641 856 211 495
1943-44 1142 1182 yoD 831 1 1 1
A




750 1219 571 909 432 746
Billeaud 1940-41 380 463 443 808 348 776 218 584
1941-42 1086 1307 531 876 542 876 480 494
Average 733 885 RAO 445 826 349 539
1940-41 935 948 909 1196 770 885 342 490
1941-42 412 330 664 601 1002 968 566 1073
1942-43 373 437 1075 1403 576 703 343 527
1943-44 1699 1314 1043 1283 248 371 336 495
1944-45 2433 1820 2334 3131 792 1433 832 1336
Average 1170 970 1523 678 872 484 784
1940-41 481 349 751 835 422 552 433 688
1941-42 1086 868 946 1500 403 615 350 433
1942-43 152 130 619 669 252 488 330 510
1943-44 2978 2993 4308 5076 834 1627
1944-45 304 132 522 1039 462 713
Average 1000 894 1429 1824 475 799 371 544
1940-41 431 18 874 1155 411 667 449 804
1941-42 1734 1552 1494 1829 591 997 382 619
1942-43 604 795 901 879 375 544 352 582
Averagp 923 788 109J 1288 459 736 394 668
Lower 1940-41 194 182 393 624 231 358 353 378
Terrebonne 1941-42 1024 815 363 491 204 584 315 524
1942-43 1007 1118 1106 1247 288 427 236 277
1943-44 1125 1118 763 843 497 727 140 353
1944-45 1841 1889 1356 1850 320 301 331 297
Average 1038 1024 796 1011 308 479 275 366
1940-41 410 327 171 576 303 545 31 101
1941-42 279 342 374 517 272 530 241 188
1942-43 945 1439 284 496 207 291 249 546
1943-44 1097 1866 685 1320
1944-45 676 948
Average 545 703 482 864 429 727 174 278
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TABLE 4—Continued
Au?.ust September October Noveruber
Plantation Year Check Treated Check Treated Check Treated
Check Treated



































Average 1263 1375 1045 1461 521 922
419 699





























Average 1525 1664 827 1148 546 750 368
537
Average for nine
plantations 1940-45 1020 1030 937 1284
496 780 372 591
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TABLE 5. Comparative Spring Stands of Hot-Water Treated and Untreated Cane
ON Six Plantations, Variety CP. 28/19.
An ?iist September October November
Plantation Year Check Treated Check Treated Check Treated Check Treated
1940-41 674 677 713 983 490 582 448 595
1941-42 1486 976 1583 2073 439 608 335 436
1942—43 175 170 652 830 210 575 378 464
1943-44 2260 3222 2676 3442 519 1098
Average 1149 1261 1406 1832 415 716 387 498
Greenwood iy4U-41 428 282 295 1550 568 1080 706 1128
1941—42 1814 2246 1321 2140 754 1513 293 586
Average 1121 1264 808 1845 661 1297 500 857
Lower 1940-41 400 433 591 844 462 619 519 516
Terrebonne 1941-42 1854 1836 557 812 518 672 518 760
1942—43 1092 1336 1390 1717 384 614 368 580
1943—44 1320 1322 1001 1290 880 1243 591 831
Average 1167 1232 885 1166 561 787 499 672
1940-41 486 242 499 502 678 749 181 403
1941-42 585 439 410 635 467 512 446 213
1942—43 1458 1804 375 566 281 429 460 538
1943-44 1051 1072 904 1228
Average 843 828 584 694 583 730 362 385
1940-41 607 732 390 875 597 685 525 738
1941-42 1028 1541 812 1646 134 282 281 440
1942—43 582 102d 813 1017 371 543 349 603
1943—44 1447 1812 662 1741 188 587 272 389
Average 916 1278 669 1320 323 524 357 543
Westover 1940-41 730 545 712 856 657 741 454 508
1941-42 1373 1857 481 676 556 842 429 553
1942-43 1213 1008 325 883 369 770 446 479
1Q/1Q A Aiy4o—4r4 90Qfi 1041 1524 501 630 524 491
Average 1352 1377 640 985 521 746 463 508
Average for six
plantations . . . 1940-44 1100 1219 834 1258 497 755 426 563
2^:
TABLE 6. Comparative Spring Stand Counts of Hot-Water Treated and
Untreated
Cane of Six Varieties of Sugarcane.
August September October November
Plantation Year Check Treated
' Check Treated Check Treated Check Treated
Co. 281
1940-41 331 144 424 661 702
710 454 457
1941-42 248 279 470 487 592 1001
328 556
1942-43 242 162 879 878 442 544 400
602
1943-44 1487 1419 1245 1651 446 614
337 476
Average 577 501 755 919 546
717
Co. 290
1940-41 383 485 840 858 120 297 505 668
1941-42 1239 1182 1461 1451 703 1302 517 573
1940-41 541 551 738 1006 745 857 555 481
Average 721 739 1013 1105 523 819
526 574
CP. 29/103
1942-43 1141 1446 454 477 383 780 186 743
1943-44 1225 1345 853 1323 805 1315 556 1252
1942-43 656 726 567 845 280 583 339 633
Average 1007 1172 625 881 489 893 360 876
CP. 29/116












Average 1429 1386 956 1302 838 990 615 412
CP. 29/120
Billeaud 1942-43 800 1309 500 567












Average 742 1008 448 605 645 717 380 584
CP. 34/120
1944-45 1641 2425 2103 2375 1205 1751 1162 1654
1944-45 2903 1970 3359 4130 1190 2198 1599 1864
1944-45 329 420 678 1181 579 842
Lower Terre-
1944-45 2746 2539 1796 2119 375 441 557 411
1944-45 1005 1389
1944-45 2688 3736 2078 3156 1188 1700
Average 1905 1839 2125 2708 1072 1630 1127 1407
TABLE 7. Analyses of Plant and First Year Stubble Cane From Plots Planted
Wrm HoT-^VATER Trk\ted and Untreated Seed Cane on Nine





Plant Cane {2 Y r. Ave.) Stubble {1 Yt. Ave.)



















































































































































































































































































































Plant Cane {2 Yr. Ave.) Stubble (1 Yr. A ve.)



















































































































































































































































TABLE 8. Analyses of Plant and First Year Stubble Cane From Plots Planted
With Hot-Water Treated and Untreated Seed Cane on Six
Plantations, Variety CP. 28/19.




Brix Sucrose Purity Brix Sucrose Purity
August Check 17.70 15.04 84.97 15.89 11.44 71.92
Treated 14.95 86.61 15.98 11.45 71.62
September Check 17. 78 15.31 86. 11 16.22 11.66 71.85
Treated 1 < . 44 14 . 83 85.03 15.50 10.79 69.60
October Check 17 . 34 14.57 84.03 16.83 12.31 73.13
Treated 11.16 15.34 86.52 16. 18 12.03 74.28
November Check ID. / i 13.85 82.88 17.03 12.80 75. 13
Treated 14. 70 84.00 15.85 11.21 70.72
Greenwood August Check 18.21 15.29 83.96 15.53 11.22 72.17
Treated 1 A Qc:14. yo 83.47 15.32 11 .23 73 . 23
September Check 1 7 QQIt .00 15.03 84.06 15.48 11.41 73.65
Treated 1(5 . 00 15. 76 84.82 15.58 11.50 73.81
October Check 17 1 C 14.09 82. 16 15.63 11.43 73. 16
Treated 1 V c:/i 1 A OQ14. oy 82.04 15.56 11.52 74.05
November Check 18.30 15.44 84.37 17.03 13.41 78.68
Treated xo . 44 lb. Uo 87.04 17.03 13.46 78.99
Lower Terrebonne August Check 18.43 15.83 85.89 17.79 14.86 83.53
Treated 1 « 1Qlb. lU 88.36 17.39 14. 12 81. 16
September Check 1 Q AClo.4o 15.87 85.97 16.97 13.97 82.30
Treated 18 fil 1 A 01lb. Zl 87 . 10 17.87 14. 18 79.37
October Check 1 Q r^Q 15.94 . 85 . 79 17.83 14.85 83.27
Treated 1 Q HQ 15. 54 85.95 17.33 13.71 79.07
November Check 18 fifi10 . Do 1 A inlb. lU 86. 28 17.67 14.80 83.75
Treated 18 7/1 1 R. QCIb.Ub 85. 70 18.07 15.23 84.30
August Check 16.32 13.09 80.21 17.54 14.41 82.09
Treated io.uy 12 . 96 80. 55 17. 10 14. 10 82.52
September Check 1 7Q 1 0 CQiz . bU 80. 10 16.99 13.69 80.59
Treated Ifi n:e 13 . 62 82. 15 17.33 13.99 80. 74
October Check ib. 14 12.97 80.36 17.40 14.59 83.83
Treated 1 01lb. Zl 13. 15 81. 12 17.06 13. 72 80.37
November Check 10. yb 12 . 77 80.01 17.42 14.09 80.85
Treated 1 c; QQ10. yy 12. 79 79.99 17.38 14.01 80.51
August Check 16.97 13.67 80.55 15.19 11.04 71.55
Treated 17. 23 13.82 80.21 15. 11 10. 13 66.94
September Check 16.07 12. 72 79. 15 15.49 11.19 72.27
Treated 1 fi. QQlb. 00 1 Q ^;qlo . bU 80.57 14.87 10.31 69.39
October Check 15.08 11 .65 77.25 15.46 11 .61 75. 11
Treated 15.95 12.70 79. 62 14.75 10.90 73.80
November Check 16. 19 12.71 78.50 15.60 11.68 74.85
Treated It) . 4o 12 . 16 78.71 15.73 12.03 76.45
August Check 18.15 15.08 83.09 16.79 13.74 81.80
Treated 17.73 14.50 81.78 16.54 13.68 82.72
September Check 17.99 14.91 82.88 17.17 14.26 83.06
Treated 18.05 14.98 82.99 16.85 13,79 81.84
October Check 16.61 14.67 88.32 17.38 14.48 83.28
Treated 18.07 14.95 82.73 16.78 13.88 82.66
November Check 17.32 14.18 81.87 17.28 14.26 82.44
Treated 17.95 14.76 82.23 17.04 14.09 82.66
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TABLE 9. Analyses of Plant and First Year Stubble Cane From Plots
Planted
With Hot-Water Treated and Untreated Seed Cane,




Plant Cane {2 Yr. Ave.) Stubble a Yr. Ave.)


























































































































































































August Check 16.90 12.41 73.43

























* One year's data only on plant cane.
I
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TABLE 10. Comparative Yields of Plant Cane in Tons Per Acre of Plots Planted
With Hot-^Vater Treated and Untreated Cane For 5 Years
On 9 Plantations, Variety CP. 29/320.
Year
August September October November
Ch. Tr. Diff. Ch. Tr. Diff. Ch. Tt. Diff. Ch. Tr. Diff.
Albania
1940-41 12.2 16.4 4.2 17.4 20.3 2.9 7.8 13.6 5.8 18.1 19.8 1.7
1941-42 15.1 18.9 3.8 23.3 25.8 2.5 21.4 22.7 1.3 18.5 27.9 9.4
1942-43 21.7 19.0 -2.7 15.1 17.5 2.4 21.0 23.5 2.5 9.7 17.8 8.1
1943-44 21.6 22.7 1.1 21.5 25.2 3.7 23.6 26.9 3.3 29.1 28.0 -1.1
1944-45 15.3 18.7 3.4 17.5 24.9 7.4 19.7 20.9 1.2 14.4 20.0 5.6
Average 17.2 19.1 1.9 19.0 22.7 3.7 18.7 21.5 2.8 18.0 22.7 4.7
BiLLEAUD
1940-41 17.6 22.4 4.8 19.7 23.8 4.1 21.3 27.1 5.8 20.0 27.0 7.0
1941—42 27.3 28.5 1.2 21.2 25.1 3.9 22.0 18.6 -3.4 21.6 17.0 -4.6
Average 22.5 25.5 3.0 20.5 24.5 4.0 21.7 22.9 1.2 20.8 22.0 1.2
Cinclare
1940-41 29.7 27.3 -2.4 34.0 34.9 0.9 36.6 39.0 2.4 37.6 30.8 -6.8
1941-42 28.0 22.3 -5.7 29.7 31.8 2.1 34.2 27,5 -6.7 31.5 36.8 5.3
1942-43 14.5 16.8 2.3 28.2 30.8 2.6 24.9 26.2 1.3 22.4 27.6 5.2
1943-44 26.7 26.9 0.2 25.1 26.7 1.6 22.5 28.1 5.6 25.7 30.4 4.7
1944-45 32.6 29.2 -3.4 29.0 32.6 3.6 29.0 34.6 5.6 28.9 33.1 4.2
Average 26.3 24.5 -1.8 29.2 31.4 2.2 29.4 31.1 1.7 29.2 31.7 2.5
Glenwood
1940-41 21.8 19.5 -2.3 25.6 27.6 2.0 24.6 27.2 2.6 25.2 30.6 5.4
1941-42 23.9 22 .'5 -1.4 25.3 26.3 1.0 19.3 22.0 2.7 16.5 18.6 2.1
1942-43 24.8 26.6 1.8 26.7 31.4 4.7 23.4 28.7 5.3 25.8 32.6 6.8
194^-44 30.8 33.5 2.7 35.5 36.0 0.5 27.4 33.0 5.6
1944-45 10.9 8.8 -2.1 19.8 28.0 8.2 25.7 28.1 2.4
Average 22.4 22.2 -0.2 26.6 29.9 3.3 24.1 27.8 3.7 22.5 27.3 4.8
Greenwood
1940-41 19.0 1.4 -17.6 26.7 30.2 2.6 33.4 34.2 0.8 30.4 36.2 5.8
1941-42 33.8 32.6 -1.2 31.4 32.8 1.4 29.0 31.4 2.4 27.1 31.9 4.8
1942-43 32.2 35.8 3.6 34.8 33.7 -1.1 32.2 38.4 6.2 31.7 35.9 4.2





, Year Ch. Tr. Diff. Ch. Tr. Diff. Ch.



































































Average 24.4 24.1 -0.3 23.7 26.0 2.3 18.7 22.6




















































Average 31.5 32.5 1.0 29.3 36.7 7.4 28.8
































































Average 29.3 31.2 1.9 29.8 33.5 3.7 25.4






















































Average 35.5 36.1 0.6 33.2 37.3 4.1 34.5




tions 26.0 26.0 0.0 27.0 30.5 3.5 25.7
28.9 3.2 24.0 27.4 3.4
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TABLE 11. Co>ip.\R.\TivE Yields of Stubble C\ne in Tons Per Acre of Hot-W.\ter .









i Ch. Tt. MJiTJ
.

























































A\'erage 16.4 16.8 0.4 16.8 17.4 0.6 17.1 18.0 18.6 19.4 O.S
1941-43 16.7 -0.9 21.0 14.4 12.2 9.6 12.3

























































































































































Average 21.6 19.1 -2.5




















































Year Ch. Tr. Diff. Ch. Tr. Diff.




























Average 21.3 22.3 1.0 21.3 25.7




























Average 25.7 26.8 1.1 27.1 29.2









































Average 26.7 28.5 1.8 27.4 29.8 2.4




tations 19.8 20.3 0.5 21.3 23.2 1.9
21.6 23.2 1.6 21.9 23.7 1.8
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TABLE 12. Comparative Yields of Plant Cane in Tons Per Acre of Plots Planted
With Hot-Water Treated and Untreated Seed Cane, Variety CP. 28/19.
August September October November
Year. Ch. Tr. Diff. Ch. Tr. Diff. Ch.
1




1940-41 25.6 26.8 1.2 25.4 29.2 3.8 30.8 27.9 -2.9 27.1 28.3 1.2
1941-42 26.2 24.3 -1.9 28.5 29.4 0.9 16.5 18.1 1.6 15.0 17.8 2.8
1942-43 18.8 20.4 1.6 22.1 22.7 0.6 10.7 17.7 7.0 21.6 25.1 3.5
1943-44 27.9 30.9 3.0 31.6 29.9 -1.7 20.6 27.9 7.3
Average 24.6 25.6 1.0 26.9 27.8 0.9 19.7 22.9 3.2 21.2 23.7 2.5
Greenwood
1940-41 18.4 13.9 -4.5 18.1 32.4 14.3 30.5 34.9 4.4 30.0 30.3
^ '
0.3
1941-42 30.0 32.4 2.4 2V.4 30.5 3.1 30.1 35.7 5.6 19.1 28.9 9.8
Average 24.2 23.2 -1.0 22.8 31.5 8.7 30.3 35.3 5.0 24.6 29.6 5.0
Lower Terrebonne
1940-41 22.8 22.8 0.0 24.3 26.3 2.0 20.8 25.1 4.3 26.1 24.4 -1.7
1941-42 16.0 14.1 -1.9 10.1 12.3 2.2 14.2 14.9 0.7 14.9 16.7 1.8
1942-43 21.7 23.0 1.3 27.3 27.7 0.4 14.1 17.5 3.4 16.4 18.4 2.0
1943-44 21.2 23.6 2.4 17.5 21.5 4.0 21.5 23.6 2.1 16.2 18.2 2.0
Average 20.4 20.9 0.5 19.8 22.0 2.2 17.7 20.3 2.6 18.4 19.4 1.0
Meeker
1940-41 33.7 25.5 -8.2 32.9 34.3 1.4 33.2 34.5 1.3 22.7 33.1 10.4
1941-42 32.1 30.1 -2.0 28.7 32.3 3.6 29.6 29.3 -0.3 30.8 24.4 -6.4
1942-43 35.9 35.3 -0.6 30.3 31.7 1.4 31.5 31.3 -0.2 39.5 42.3 2.8
1943-44 42.2 41.3 -0.9 42.7 40.1 -2.6
Average 33.9 30.3 -3.6 33.5 34.9 1.4 34.3 33.8 -0.5 31.0 33.3 2.3
Raceland
1940-41 26.0 27.0 1.0 21.8 28.6 6.8 24.6 24.1 -0.5 28.0 35.6 7.6
1941-42 23.8 23.4 -0.4 20.9 20.4 -0.5 6.6 9.2 2.6 10.0 10.6 0.6
1942-43 21.8 25.9 4.1 27.6 30.5 2.9 19.4 24.2 4.8 18.1 26.5 8.4
1943-44 26.4 30.1 3.7 23.1 28.9 5.8 19.5 25.1 5.6 25.6 28.3 2.7
Average 24.5 26.6 2.1 23.4 27.1 3.7 17.5 20.7 3.2 20.4 25.3 4.9
Westover
1940-41 32.2 24.7 -7.5 34.0 33.1 -0.9 37.9 37.1 -0.8 35.7 34.2 -1.5
1941-42 29.4 27.8 -1.6 24.2 22.6 -1.6 22.2 25.2 3.0 15.5 20.0 4.5
1942-43 22.6 22.0 -0.6 12.2 21.3 9.1 24.5 26.2 1.7 22.8 22.2 -0.6
1943-44 3/. 7 43.7 6.0 43.6 42.9 -0.7 37.2 41.8 4.6 36.8 41.8 5.0




tions 26.2 26.1 -0.1 26.1 28.6 2.5 24.5 26.9 2.4 23.6 26.4 2.8
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TABLE 13. Comparative Yields of First Year Stubble Cane in Tons Per Acre in
Plots Planted With Hot-Water Treated and Untreated Seed





Ch. Tr. Diff. Ch. Tr. Diff. Ch.
Tr. Ch. Tr. Diff.
Glenwood
1940-42 12.3 14.9 2.6 12.2 14.3 2.1 11.5
13.6 2.1 7.9 15.6 7.7
1941-43 18.1 18.1 0.0 19.9 22.6 2.7 16.1 16.2
0.1 13.7 15.7 2.0
1942-44 7.6 6.9 -0.7 9.6 10.7 1.1 5.8 8.6 2.8
13.7 16.6 2.9
1943-45 27.0 27.8 0.8 28.1 29.2 1.1 26.3
29.2 2.9
Average 16.3 16.9 0.6 17.5 19.2 1.7 14.9 16.9






































































Average 16.7 16.1 -0.6 16.4 17.
b






























Average 18.0 19.2 1.2
1






































































Average 21.3 22.0 0.7 18.8 18.7 -0.1 21.1 21.7 0.6 21.7 21.5
-0.2
Average* 19.1 19.3 0.2 19.3 20.6 1.3 20.7 22.4 1.7 20.1 21.8
1.7
*Average for six plantations.
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TABLE 14. Comparative Yields of Plant and First Year Stubble Cane in Tons Per
Acre at Cinclare Plantation, Variety Co. 281.
August September October November
Year Ch. Tr. Diff. Ch. Tr. Diff. Ch. Tr. Diff. Ch. Tr. Diff.
Plant Cane
1940-41 13.9 5.6 -8.3 24.1 27.4 3.3 31.7 31.7 0.0 35.7 31.4 -4.3
1941-42 20.0 18.9 -1.1 19.1 25.4 6.3 26.7 28.0 1.3 21.2 26.8 5.6
1942-43 6.9 4.3 -2.6 20.6 20.6 0.0 19.8 19.4 -0.4 15.8 18.2 2.4
1943-44 24.7 27.2 2.5 21.7 28.0 6.3 27.4 30.5 3.1 28.1 31.1 3.0
Average 16.4 14.0 -2.4 21.4 25.4 4.0 26.4 27.4 1.0 25.2 26.9 1.7
First Year Stubble Cane
1940-42 2.4 1.1 -1.3 5.6 7.4 1.8 8.5 8.7 0.2 11.6 10.8 -0.8
1941-43 6.2 4.4 -1.8 4.6 7.8 3.2 11.4 12.7 1.3 10.6 11.2 0.6
1943-45 13.4 14.8 1.4 17.8 19.6 1.8 19.8 20.0 0.2 15.1 18.7 3.6
Average 7.3 6.8 -0.5 9.3 11.6 2.3 13.2 13.8 0.6 12.4 13.6 1.2
TABLE 15. Comparative Yields of Plant and First Year Stubble Cane in Tons Per
Acre in Plots Planted With Hot-Water Treated and Untreated
Cane on Two Plantations, Variety Co. 290.
August September October November
Year Ch. Ti. Diff. Ch. Tr. Diff. Ch. Tr. Diff. Ch. Tr. Diff.
Plant Cane
Albania
1940-41 16.8 14.7 -2.1 24.6 23.8 -0.8 9.4 12.7 3.3 23.7 29.8 6.1
1941-42 26.5 26.7 0.2 30.3 29.7 -0.6 25.1 29.2 4.1 32.0 29.9 -2.1




29.2 32.6 3.3 33.1 34.6 1.5 35.7 36.4 0.7 37.1 35.4 -1.7
24.2 24.6 0.4 29.3 29.4 0.1 23.4 26.1 2.7 30.9 31.7 0.8




























Average 16.5 16.6 0.1 18.1 18.1 0.0 14.0 14.6 0.6 17.3 20.4 3.1
Average for two plantations.
TABLE 16. Comparative Yields of Plant and First Year Stubble Cane in Tons
Acre in Plots Planted With Hot-Water Treated and Untreated
Seed Cane on Two Plantations, Variety CP. 29/103.
August September October \
November
Year Ch. Tr. Diff. Ch. Tr. Diff. Ch.






























Average 27.6 29.4 1.8 23.1 25.1 2.0 23.0
28.5 5.5 20.1 29.0 8.9
Greenwood
1942-43 41.2 40.9 -0.3 37.3 39.5 2.2 34.1 40.3 6.2 36.4
43.0 6.6
Average* 32.1 33.2 1.1 27.8 29.9 2.1 26.7 32.4
5.'/ 25.5 33.7 8.2





























22.9 24.4 1.5 21.1 2.27 1.6 22.4 25. :2 2.8
19.9 28.7 8.8
Greenwood
1942-44 35.5 32.9 -2.6 31.8 30.6 -1.2 33.1 32.7 -0.4 I 35.4
41.3 5.9
Average* 27.1 27.2 0.1 24.7 25.3 0.6 25.9 27.7 1.8
25.1 32.9 7.8
*Average for two plantations.
TABLE 17. Comparative Yields of Plant and First Year Stubble Cane in Tons P
Acre of Plots Planted With Hot-Water Treated and Untreated
Seed Cane at Billeaud Plantation, Variety CP. 29/116.
August September October
November




































Average 33.9 30.5 -3.4 25.8 27.1 1.3 29.4 28.0 -1.4 27.0
17.6 -9.4



























Average 25.5 24.4 -1.1 32.0 30.7 -1.3 27.0 24.7
-2.3' 24.7 15.6 -9.1
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TABLE 18. Comparative Yields of Plant and First Year Stubble Cane in Tons Per
Acre of Hot-Water Treated and Untreated Seed Cane on
Billeaud Plantation, Variety CP. 29/120.
August September October November

















Average 19.3 23.5 4.2 15.9 17.3 1.4 19.4 22.5 3.1 16.5 20.3 3.8
First Year Stubble Cane
1943-45 19.5 22.0 2.5 23.8 22.2 -1.6 25.8 26.4 0.6 22.2 26.1 3.9
TABLE 19. Comparative Yields of 1944-45 Plant Cane in Tons Per Acre of Plots
Planted With Hot-Water Treated and Untreated Seed Cane
on Six Plantations, Variety CP. 34/120.
August September October November
Ch. Tr. Diff. Ch. Tr Diff. Ch. Tr. Diff. Ch. Tt. Diff.
Albania
22.9 29.5 6.6 29.6 30.6 1.0 21.9 24.6 2.7 21.9 28.1 6.2
CiNCLARE
40.2 33.3 -6.9 38.8 39.1 0.3 34.2 36.2 2.0 36.5 39.0 2.5
Glenwood
18.4 21.8 3.4 30,6 35.4 4.8 35.6 37.8 2.2
Lower Terrebonne





45.1 44.1 -1.0 47.6
31.7
48.5 0.9 38.8 47.8 9.0
27.5 27.6 0.1 34.2 36.1 1.9 33.3 1.6 29.5 33.0 3.5
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TABLE 20. Comparative Yields of Plant and First Year Stubble Cane of Plots
Planted With Hot-Water Treated and Untreated Seed Cane
ON Various Plantations, Eight Varieties
August September October
November
Ch. Jr. Diff. Ch. Tr. Diff. Ch.




















































































































































Plant 27.5 27.6 0.1 34.2 36.1 1.9
























































6.7 -0.2 3.7 7.7
37

